In this article, we review research on contemporary social trends that influence the next generation's ability to form and sustain a healthy marriage. As a result, we argue for greater attention to premarital interventions for engaged couples to help the next generation address the potential challenges created by these trends. After we briefly review the current state of premarital education and counseling, we examine four general, interrelated social trends: individualism and commitment ambivalence, changing attitudes about marriage, premarital relationship histories, and the omnipresent media environment. In addition, we offer four general proposals corresponding to these trends that we believe will enhance the future effectiveness of premarital interventions. We urge premarital educators and counselors to evaluate their current interventions with these proposals in mind.
that the transition to marriage remains a challenge for many despite delayed marriage and greater relational experience before marriage.
We argue that formal marriage preparation is just as relevant for the next generation of young adults as it was for earlier cohorts. We highlight trends affecting the next generation that have important implications for premarital relationship education and counseling. Our discussion is primarily based on U.S. trends, but many of the trends discussed throughout this paper have been observed in other Western countries, as well (Arnett, 2000) . In short, contemporary young adults enter marriage in diverse ways but typically:
• have more ambivalent attitudes toward the institution of marriage and its meaning, yet still value and aspire to it personally;
• grow up in an individualistic culture and experience a decade or more of young adult years focused on themselves; accordingly, they sometimes see marriage as a transition of loss and may struggle to shift from a "me" to a "we" orientation needed for healthy marriages;
• have longer and more complex sexual histories and cohabitation experiences that may lower their chances for marital success;
• are enveloped and shaped by an omnipresent media environment that can undermine healthy relational processes in various ways.
Our primary focus in this article is on the next generation now entering young adulthood. Young adulthood encompasses a period of the lifespan between the ages of (roughly) 18 and 35 characterized by efforts to establish an identity while simultaneously navigating a complex transition from adolescence to middle adulthood (Erikson & Erikson, 1998) . We acknowledge upfront that this focus overlooks an important marital demographic: those who have been previously married (and are usually older), now estimated at nearly half of all marriages (Livingston, 2014) . Fortunately, other insightful scholars have examined relationship education for remarrying couples (Adler-Baeder, Robertson, & Schramm, 2010) , and many of the proposals offered here are applicable to this segment of marrying couples, as well.
THE CURRENT STATE OF PREMARITAL EDUCATION AND COUNSELING
Based on a recent national probability sample, 28% of newlywed couples participated in premarital education of some kind (Duncan, 2018) . It is difficult to know whether this figure indicates decreasing participation by recent cohorts because previous estimates were based on less representative samples (e.g., 44% who married in the 1990s; Stanley, Amato, Johnson & Markman, 2006) . We define premarital education as an educational program with curriculum specifically designed for couples preparing for or seriously considering marriage. This distinguishes premarital education from individually oriented relationship literacy education for youth and young adults, relationship-strengthening education for cohabiting couples without a commitment to marry, and marriage enrichment education (Hawkins & VanDenBerghe, 2014) . Even though there are important differences between premarital education and premarital counseling, the terms are often used interchangeably. Generally, though, premarital education is a broader, educational approach, usually in groups, focused on providing couples with marital knowledge and skills to help form and sustain a healthy marriage. Premarital counseling is a more narrow approach focused on addressing issues specific to a single couple and practicing techniques to form and sustain their marriage. Sometimes counseling focuses on presenting issues and idiosyncratic concerns, but many premarital counselors also employ a curriculum of basic principles and skills for strong marriages. Unfortunately, we are not aware of any data on the national incidence of premarital counseling.
Premarital interventions take on a variety of forms, so a comprehensive review is beyond the scope of this paper. (See Williams, 2007 , for one attempt to summarize the practice of premarital education). Programmatic interventions with a set curriculum (e.g., PREP) delivered by trained facilitators in a group setting is one common approach. Online programs (e.g., ePREP: https:// www.lovetakeslearning.com/) also are common. Most face-to-face premarital education is delivered in religious settings, with varying estimates between 67% and 93% (Stanley, Amato et al., 2006; Stanley, Rhoades, & Markman, 2006) , and often include religious perspectives. Some engaged couples prepare for marriage by taking an extensive inventory or questionnaire that probes issues associated with future marital success, and then discuss those issues with a trained facilitator or counselor (e.g., PREPARE/ENRICH: https://www.prepare-enrich.com).
Regardless of their form and delivery, there are some commonalities across premarital programs. Interventions focus on better understanding self and partner, actively assessing and aligning expectations, providing core principles for healthy relationships, and practicing skills for effective communication to deal with the challenges that normatively accompany married life. Moreover, programs assume an existing commitment to a relationship and to a future together. Past research supports the effectiveness of premarital interventions in strengthening communication skills and reducing the early risk of divorce (Fawcett, Hawkins, Blanchard, & Carroll, 2010; Stanley, Amato et al., 2006; Stanley, Rhoades et al., 2006) . Importantly, couples who participate in premarital interventions are more likely to seek marital counseling later on to deal with challenges (Williamson, Trail, Bradbury, & Karney, 2014) .
Scholarly interest in premarital education seems to have shifted in recent decades. There have been more than 300 evaluation studies of relationship education (RE) programs since 1975, according to our tabulation, and the pace has quickened over the last decade due to federal funding to support RE for disadvantaged individuals and couples (Randles, 2017) . A research focus on premarital education programs peaked in the early 1980s, but leveled off at about three to five studies per lustrum (5-year period) since then (see Figure 1 ). Empirical work focused on premarital education for engaged couples is just a small subset (35 articles total since 1975) of the overall research interest in relationship education (A list of these studies is available in an online supplemental Appendix S1). Recently, there has been a substantial increase in attention to programs for young, unmarried couples (especially those with children), many of whom hope to marry but have not made a commitment to the future together. Research shows programs for these couples can be helpful (Hawkins & Erickson, 2015; Moore, Avellar, Patnaik, Covington, & Wu, 2018) . Moreover, there has been a growing effort to provide youth and young adults with general relationship 1975-1979 1980-1984 1985-1989 1990-1994 1995-1999 2000-2004 2005-2009 2010-2014 2015-2018 Note: We searched for empirical articles published between 1975 and 2018 using the search terms "premarital education, "marriage preparation education," and "premarital intervention," on Pys-cINFO and Family & Society Studies Worldwide database. Our searched revealed 35 peerreviewed evaluation studies of premarital education that feel within our established parameters. Refer to the supplementary materials for a list of those articles by lustrum. literacy to teach them basic skills to improve the quality of their dating relationships, and early research suggests these programs can be effective, too (Simpson, Leonhardt, & Hawkins, 2017) . These kinds of programs are an important addition to the full portfolio of relationship education because they help youth and young adults build healthier relationships and avoid the pitfalls that can make marriages, when they do occur, less satisfying and stable. In one sense, these relationship-literacy and relationship-strengthening programs taken earlier in the lifespan are a backward extension of premarital education, intended to help individuals reach marriage with less baggage and better skills for a healthy relationship.
Still, we see a need to reenergize attention to formal marriage preparation efforts, to help engaged couples who choose to marry establish a stronger foundation for their marriage. That is, while we need efforts to help young unmarried people in a range of circumstances develop healthy relationships, we believe that when couples approach marriage, additional help is optimal. Of course, despite our best efforts, many couples will not have had prior opportunities to participate in interventions to develop their relationship literacy and skills. For them, formal marriage preparation interventions are not supplemental but primary. Even for those who have been involved previously in healthy dating and relationship-strengthening programs, interventions for engaged couples can add value as they anticipate significant changes associated with marriage.
Moreover, the decision to marry likely carries with it a heightened awareness of issues specific to the couple and a greater openness and window for change. Marital horizons theory (Carroll et al., 2007) helps us understand why premarital education for engaged couples is an ideal time for an intervention. A marital horizon is ". . .a person's outlook or approach to marriage in relation to his or her current situation (Carroll et al., 2007, p. 224) . This theory suggests that changes in lifestyle patterns occur for individuals who have a close marital horizon compared to those who have a more distant marital horizon. In other words, a cognitive shift takes place for couples when they see a long-term future together. Individuals in the dating and relationship formation stage would benefit more from general relationship skills training rather than formal premarital education, which at its core, is focused on helping couples be more intentional about strengthening that specific relationship (Doherty, 1997) .
In the next section we argue that the future effectiveness of premarital interventions will depend on how well these interventions deal with an array of contemporary challenges. We offer four general proposals that can serve as a template for assessing the effectiveness of premarital interventions for the next generation. While a thorough critique of how well current premarital interventions deal with the issues we raise in this article is ideal, it would be difficult for several reasons. First, the individual nature of premarital counseling does not lend itself to broad critique. Second, most premarital education is provided by religious organizations that employ their own, distinctive curricula. Moreover, even when a major religious provider uses a standardized curriculum (e.g., Engaged Encounter in the Roman Catholic Church), there is still extensive variation in content due to facilitators' personal modifications. Third, standardized relationship-strengthening curricula (e.g., PREP) sometimes are modified for the specific needs of engaged couples. But again, any analysis of these standardized secular curricula may not accurately reflect how they are employed in the wide range of premarital education settings. Instead of an analysis of premarital programs, we offer a set of proposals as a checklist that practitioners can use to evaluate their current interventions. Table 1 outlines our proposals and provides questions for each proposal that practitioners can use to assess how well their interventions are meeting the challenges the next generation faces as they marry. While our primary focus in on premarital interventions, many of the proposals that follow can be applied more generally in couple relationship education.
Issue: Individualism and Commitment Ambivalence
Proposal 1 Premarital interventions for the next generation should give substantial attention to helping couples transition from "me" to "we" and develop a strong commitment to the marriage.
Individualism has long been a part of Western cultural values (Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton, 1985) . Our discussion of individualism here centers on young adulthood as an • Does your intervention help couples strengthen their sense of we-ness, including highlighting the gains that can come from mutual sacrifice?
• When you work with couples, do you help them understand the importance of clear decisions and strong commitments?
• How does your intervention help couples build up the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that undergird the ability to make strong commitments?
• Transitioning from me (a primary focus on self) to we (a primary focus on the relationship) is a challenge that most marrying couples face. How do you think you are doing with this?
• How prepared do you feel you are to make personal sacrifices for the good of your relationship?
• Some couples make a firm and clear decision about getting married while others tend to just go with the flow of the relationship. Describe the process each of you went through to choose to get married.
• How would you describe your level of commitment to your marriage? Do you think one partner is more committed than the other?
• • Have you disclosed to your partner any STIs?
identifiable period of the life course focused on personal exploration, self-development, individual attainment, and delayed commitment (Arnett, 2000 (Arnett, , 2014 Erikson & Erikson, 1998 ). Yet young adults are still presented with the challenge of negotiating how dyadic relationships fit within this phase (Shulman & Connolly, 2013) . Of course, while some young adults live in a world with many opportunities, many others experience limited chances for education and employment (Arnett, 2000) . Not surprisingly, then, most young adults are delaying commitment and/or marriage until they complete an education or attain a certain level of maturity and economic stability, or both (Willoughby & James, 2017) . In addition, young adults find themselves navigating a sea of choices regarding sexuality, relationships, and marriage that are not subject to much societal scrutiny (Willoughby & James, 2017) . The institutions and social norms that previously shaped and channeled these choices have faded significantly (Smith et al., 2011) . Young adults have embraced the belief that one's choices regarding these matters are purely personal (Willoughby & James, 2017) . In this context of extended freedom, self-exploration, and struggles to find financial and employment stability, postponing commitment to a partner is understandable. Yet young adults believe that commitment is a criterion for and key component of marriage (Carroll et al., 2009) . And research tells us that commitment is beneficial for and protects marriages and is a foundation for strong, long-term relationships (Stanley, Rhoades, & Whitton, 2010 ). Yet in the context of a fading faith among young adults in the permanence of marriage, fueled by several generations of high divorce rates (Hymowitz, Carroll, Wilcox, & Kaye, 2013) and personal family experiences of divorce, many young adults are ambivalent about commitment (Willoughby & James, 2017) . This ambivalence can make it harder to commit to a marriage and stay with a marriage that is struggling (Hymowitz et al., 2013) . Lack of commitment is one of the most common reasons divorced people give for their divorce (Scott, Rhoades, Stanley, Allen, & Markman, 2013) . Greater cultural acceptance of divorce (Pew Research Center, 2007) , as well as personal fear of divorce (Willoughby & James, 2017) , leads many young adults to be more cautious about entering marriage. That caution is easy to understand and can even help prevent casual decisions, but it can also inhibit a full commitment (Willoughby & James, 2017) . The desire for marriage lies latent through the young adults years, but when activated, the transition can be psychologically abrupt, as success in marriage requires more than connecting two "me's" but also developing a strong sense of "we" (Gottman & Silver, 1999) . Young adults recognize that they will face this challenge (Willoughby & James, 2017) but may need help to deal with it effectively. Premarital interventions should give attention to this challenge, helping couples strengthen their sense of we-ness and highlight the gains that can come from mutual sacrifice for the relationship (Fincham, Stanley, & Beach, 2007) .
In doing so, practitioners will assist with a related challenge. Researchers have found that many couples slide through major relationship transitions, including marriage, without a clear decision and commitment (Rhoades & Stanley, 2014; Stanley, Rhoades et al., 2006) . Interventions should help couples understand the importance of clear decisions and strong commitments. Premarital interventions for the next generation will need to employ innovative methods to help couples build up the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that undergird the ability to make strong commitments. Focusing on strengthening the couple's sense of we-ness should help couples make stronger commitments to each other.
Issue: Meaning of and Attitudes about Marriage
Proposal 2 Premarital interventions for the next generation should directly help engaged individuals clarify for themselves and with their partner the meaning of and their attitudes about marriage.
Young adults' attitudes toward the institution of marriage have shifted significantly over recent decades (Daugherty & Copen, 2016; Willoughby & James, 2017) . Now, attitudes about the institution of marriage are more varied, complex, and paradoxical (Willoughby & James, 2017) . They may have to clarify the meaning of marriage for themselves and their partners and synchronize those attitudes. We focus only on two possible attitudinal shifts here: deinstitutionalization and monogamy. There appears to be a growing sense that marriage is "just a piece of paper," and that while it holds symbolic value, people are free to define the personal parameters of marriage (Willoughby & James, 2017) . For many young adults, the core meaning of marriage centers on feelings of romantic love and personal fulfillment (Cherlin, 2004; Finkel, 2017) . With the legalization of same-sex marriage in the United States and many other countries, and young people's strong support for it, gender complementarity in marriage is likely fading as a central pillar of the meaning of marriage. Even within this more deinstitutionalized meaning of marriage, however, most young people still personally value marriage and desire to marry in the future (Carroll et al., 2007) . Yet once they marry, the institutional features of marriage emerge and surprise couples. For instance, many couples find themselves unexpectedly struggling with a gravitational pull toward more traditional gender roles that challenges their egalitarian attitudes, especially when children are born (Cowan & Cowan, 2000) . Even with increased partner involvement compared to previous generations, division of housework and childcare still remain a significant source of contention and disagreement among couples (Amato, Booth, Johnson, & Rogers, 2007) . For both women and men, perception of unfairness in domestic labor erodes marital quality (Amato et al., 2007) . Also, unanticipated differences can emerge regarding cross-sex friendships or recreational time with friends. Premarital educators and counselors should address these potential surprises with young engaged couples and help them anticipate the changing nature of their relationship. This should include helping couples clarifying views of gender roles and expectations regarding division of household labor and childcare.
Another attitude shift among young adults is questioning whether the traditional value of monogamy remains an essential element of marriage. Research is finding more openness to participating in consensual non-monogamy (CNM) (Sizemore & Olmstead, 2017) . More than a quarter of American adults now say that monogamy is unrealistic in modern relationships (60 Minutes/ Vanity Fair Poll, 2017) , with young Americans likely saying this at even higher rates. And overall, young people do appear to be involved in CNM in greater numbers (Newport & Himelfarb, 2013) . Same-sex couples report even greater openness to CNM and are more likely to have had open conversations and negotiations about CNM and sexual boundaries (Green, Valleriani, & Adam, 2016) . Heterosexual couples can benefit from similar open dialogues regarding monogamy. Rather than being a fixed, understood pillar of marriage, monogamy is increasingly a sensitive area for needed discussion. Premarital interventions will need to help engaged couples broach the difficult topic and sync their expectations.
Issue: Premarital Relationship History and Experiences
Proposal 3 Premarital interventions for the next generation should address the complexities and challenges of marriage that many couples will face as a result of extensive premarital sexual experience, cohabitation histories, and premarital childbearing.
Historically, religious institutions provided key structures and rules for their members regarding premarital sex, cohabitation, marriage, and childbearing (Smith et al., 2011) . But that influence has waned, and young adults now find themselves in a culture where premarital sex, cohabitation, marriage, and childbearing are viewed as private matters (Willoughby & James, 2017) . The trends discussed below are interrelated and may bring challenges to marriage that many young adults will need to deal with in order to establish a healthy, stable marriage.
Approximately 90% of Americans have premarital sex (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [CDC], 2017), with some research finding an average of five sexual partners prior to marriage (Chandra, Billioux, Copen, & Sionean, 2012) . Premarital sex with someone besides one's spouse is associated with increased marital dissatisfaction (Rhoades & Stanley, 2014) and higher risks of marital dissolution (Busby, Willoughby, & Carroll, 2013) . Researchers have searched for potential causal mechanisms behind this correlation. One mechanism may be that premarital sex makes one more aware of alternative partners, a finding that persists for both heterosexual (Rhoades & Stanley, 2014) and homosexual couples (Whitton, Weitbrecht, & Kuryluk, 2015) . Another mechanism that may link premarital sex with increased marital problems is the association between more premarital sexual partners and marital infidelity (Regnerus, 2017) . Comparing a current marital partner, with all the messy and mundane aspects of family life, to less encumbered premarital partners can lead to unfair appraisals that can stimulate thoughts about infidelity (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) . Furthermore, Willoughby and James (2017) argue that many young adults now see the transition to marriage as involving significant losses, with sexual variety and excitement a central component of thoughts about loss.
Young adults generally do not perceive any marital penalties for premarital sexual experiences (Regnerus, 2017) . Young adults often assume that gaining sexual experience and getting youthful sexual desires out of their systems will help them be ready for marriage, despite empirical findings that some sexual restraint is associated with better relationship outcomes (Busby et al., 2013) . Premarital interventions will need to include sensitive methods to help couples discuss each partner's sexual history, potentially including disclosure of any diagnosis of sexually transmitted infections. Accordingly, premarital education curricula will need to explore innovative ways to help engaged couples process premarital sexual experiences in ways that diminish their potential to harm their marriages.
Much premarital sex occurs in cohabiting relationships. Over 60% of adults now cohabit prior to marriage (Hemez, 2018) . Research also has documented a rise in serial cohabitation, especially among young adults (Lichter, Turner, & Sassler, 2010) . And Daugherty and Copen (2016) found that about two-thirds of young men and women agreed with the statement: "Living together before marriage may help prevent divorce." Yet marital dissolution is higher for individuals who cohabit prior to marriage , with the risk concentrated among those with multiple cohabiting relationships (Lichter & Qian, 2008) and couples without clear marriage plans (Brown, Manning, & Payne, 2017) .
Nevertheless, most couples report no deliberate decision to move in together; rather, couples find themselves "sliding" or "drifting" into a cohabiting relationship (Stanley, Rhoades et al., 2006) . Couples who slide through major relationship transitions or milestones report poorer marital quality down the road (Rhoades & Stanley, 2014) . The number of couples who formally commit to marriage prior to cohabiting is shrinking (Vespa, 2014) , which is associated with a heightened risk for later divorce (Stanley, Amato et al., 2006; Stanley, Rhoades et al., 2006) . These findings are increasingly true of younger generations (Manning, Longmore, & Giordano, 2007) . Of those cohabiting relationships that transition to marriage, some occur due to constraints placed on the relationship (e.g., children, shared mortgage) or sheer inertia, rather than an independent decision to marry (Stanley, Amato et al., 2006; Stanley, Rhoades et al., 2006) . Accordingly, premarital interventions will need to help couples find effective ways to buffer these risks. Some of that would come by encouraging cohabiting couples transitioning to marriage to make clear decisions about the future and commit to that future, or to make the hard choice to end a relationship (Willoughby, Carroll, & Busby, 2012) . The latter should be seen as an appropriate outcome for premarital education (Stanley, 2001) .
The rise in cohabitation has been accompanied by a rise in nonmarital childbirths. More than 40% of all births are to unwed couples (Sawhill, 2014) . About 60% of these nonmarital childbirths are to cohabiting couples (Curtin, Ventura, & Martinez, 2014) , although these percentages differ significantly across class and ethnicity (Curtin et al., 2014) . Multipartner fertility is more common, creating complex family configurations (Sawhill, 2014) . Premarital childbirth is associated with increased marital stress (Monte, 2011) , lower marital quality (Rhoades & Stanley, 2014) , and increased likelihood for divorce . Premarital interventions for young adults will need to address the effects of premarital childbearing, including multipartner fertility on marital relationships. It may make sense for educators and counselors to include skills training focused directly on parenting coparenting challenges, either as a core element or as a supplement, depending on the target population.
Issue: Effects of Media
Proposal 4 Premarital interventions for the next generation should help couples explore the effects that an omnipresent media environment has on marital attitudes and behavior.
On average, today's young adults spend 12 hr a day using some form of media (Alloy Media & Marketing, 2009 ) and are the first cohort to be immersed in an advanced technological and media world from birth (Norman, 2012) . While research on the effects of media on young adults is growing, we still do not understand much about the effects of media on couples, from the way couples communicate over technology to the way media shapes their attitudes and behaviors. However, researchers have shown interest in understanding the effects of social media networking on relationship outcomes. For instance, there is some empirical evidence suggesting that individuals use social networking sites (SNS), such as Facebook or Twitter, to reconnect and rekindle relationships with former partners (Marshall, 2012) or to connect with potential romantic or sexual partners even when they are in a committed relationship (Drouin, Miller, & Dibble, 2015) . In other words, SNS lead to greater awareness of alternatives via increased accessibility to former or future partners. While the full impact of SNS is unknown, research has documented several adverse outcomes for couples, including increased jealousy (Muise, Christofides, & Desmarais, 2009 ), infidelity, including Internet infidelity (Cravens & Whiting, 2014) , and divorce (Valenzuela, Halpern, & Katz, 2014) . Premarital interventions should include ways to help couples create appropriate boundaries and expectations surrounding the use of social media networking.
Media consumption may also subtly shape marital and relational attitudes. Many popular television dramas (e.g., Jane the Virgin) and sitcoms (e.g., New Girl) include portrayals of multiple sex partners, extramarital affairs, and divorce. Sitcoms commonly portray humorous but poor communication skills and interaction patterns among married couples without showing the likely negative consequences. In addition, reality television shows portray the pursuit of a spouse or marriage as a competition (e.g., The Bachelor) or an experiment (e.g., Married at First Sight). College students spend approximately one hour per day watching these popular television dramas, sitcoms, and reality shows (Jacobsen & Forste, 2011) . These depictions of romance and marriage are far from realistic and could potentially leave young adults with distorted perceptions and expectations for marriage (Galloway, Engstrom, & Emmers-Sommer, 2015) . Some research suggests that frequently viewing romantically themed media is associated with lower marital commitment, higher expected and perceived costs of marriage, and more favorable perceptions of alternatives (Osborn, 2012) . These findings are supported by cultivation theory, which addresses media and a viewer's belief about reality (Gerbner, 1969) , as well as social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) , which posits that individuals learn through observation and by modeling observed behavior. This being said, young adults also are exposed to several positive portrayals of relationships (e.g., Madam Secretary, This Is Us) that depict strong marital commitment and overcoming problems together. Due to the conflicting messages that mainstream visual media often send about romance and marriage, engaged couples can benefit from premarital curricula that address these misconceptions. Premarital practitioners can work with couples to form realistic expectations and address how past and future media consumption can influence the marital relationship positively and negatively.
Another growing area of research is seeking to understand how pornography may impact marital relationships (Doran & Price, 2014) . As with other areas of media research, we must be more speculative in this section. Still, approximately 87% of young adult men use pornography, with around 20% using it nearly every day; 30% of women report some level of use (Carroll et al., 2008) . Due to technological advances in past decades, the Internet now provides easy, private access to pornography (Regnerus, 2017) . Ongoing research on pornography use has associated it with changes in marital attitudes (Leonhardt & Willoughby, 2018) , decreased sexual satisfaction (Valkenburg & Peter, 2009) , and less interest in sex and being more critical of a partner's body (Albright, 2008) .Young couples marrying today may not have carefully thought through and discussed how pornography may impact their relationship, especially given that many women believe that they just need to accept the reality that their partners use pornography (Regnerus, 2017) . The potential effects of pornography on sexual behaviors and marital relationships underline a need for premarital interventions to address pornography attitudes, expectations, use, and boundaries.
CONCLUDING THOUGHTS
Of course, we have not been able to cover all relevant trends in this article. For instance, we know that the number and proportion of interracial, interethnic, and interreligious marriages have increased (Livingston & Brown, 2017) , despite a society seemingly divided along racial, ethnic, and religious lines. These trends suggest the need for premarital services to help couples anticipate the challenges of blending lives across these important lines. And many same-sex couples now are choosing to marry and will likely seek interventions to help their transition (Whitton, Weitbrecht, Kuryluk, & Hutsell, 2016) . Nor have we speculated on how educators and counselors could capitalize on some positive trends, such as stronger desires for equal partnership and flexible gender roles in marriage (Amato et al., 2007) , or the use of technology to communicate more frequently with each other when apart (Coyne, Stockdale, Busby, Iverson, & Grant, 2011) .
In addition, we acknowledge that most of the trends discussed here impact young adults differentially, with more disadvantaged young adults more likely to struggle with some of these trends and their impact on marital formation and maintenance. This implies to us that premarital practitioners need to make sure that their services reach more disadvantaged young adults and are geared appropriately and sensitively to meet their needs. Furthermore, while previous research suggests that the majority of premarital education occurs in religious settings (Stanley, Amato et al., 2006; Stanley, Rhoades et al., 2006) , research on the next generation of young adults shows a modest trend toward increasing secularization (Pew Research Center, 2015) and apprehension toward formal religious institutions (Pew Research Center, 2016) . This suggests a need for more secular options for premarital education for the next generation of marrying couples.
One more implication of the growing complexities that contemporary couples bring to marriage is that couples who participate in premarital education programs may also benefit increasingly from premarital couple counseling to deal with more personal issues that cannot be addressed well with a more general curriculum and in a group setting. In other words, we believe that there is an increasing logic to add premarital counseling options to premarital education services for more complete and effective premarital interventions.
The most fundamental and parsimonious message of our article, however, is that the need for effective premarital preparation is as strong as ever. Yet there appears to be limited participation in premarital interventions (and reduced scholarly attention to its value). The need for couples to understand each other better, learn better communication skills, and intentionally sync aspirations and valuesthe traditional heart of premarital education and counseling (Stanley, 2001 )remains. Nevertheless, with dramatic social changes over the past 50 years, providers must accomplish these objectives for a new generation of adults who come to marriage with relationship histories, attitudes, and needs that differ substantially from past generations. We hope this article provides a tool for premarital relationship practitioners to make a general assessment of how well-aligned their services are for the next generation of marrying couples (see Table 1 ). Realignments may range from minor tweaks to major overhauls. Regardless, there is great need and important work ahead for premarital practitioners and the researchers who support them.
